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Patent Application No. 

Drafting Date 
Examiner of JPO 



Patent Application No. 1551444 
in 1997 

February 2, 2004 

Michiharu SUGAWARA 8725 5P00 



Representative/Applicant Mr. Kunio MIURA 



Applied Provision 



Patent Law Section 29(2), 
Section 29bis, Section 36 



This application should be refused for . the reason 
mentioned below. If the applicant has any argument against 

this reason, such argument should be submitted within 60 days 

) 

from' the date on which this notification was dispatched. 



Reason 

1. The invention in the following Claims of the subject" 
application should not be granted a patent under the provision 
of Patent Law Section 29bis since it is a patent (utility model 
registration) application prior to the filing date of 
application, it is identical to the invention (utility model ) 
described in the specifications or drawings first attached to 
the written request of the following patent (utility model 
registration) application which was examined and published 
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(publication of a gazette containing the patent or publication 
of a gazette containing the utility model) or laid open after 
the application, and moreover, the inventor of this application 
is not identical to the person who made the above-described 
invention (utility model ) relating to the patent (utility model 
registration) application prior to the' application, and at the 
time of application, the applicant is not identical to the 
applicant of the above-described patent (utility model 
registration) . 

Note (The list of cited documents etc., is shown below.) 
Claims 1, 2, and 6 
Prior application 1 

2. The invention in the following Claims of the. subject 
application should not be granted a patent under the provision 
of Patent Law Section 29(2) since it could have easily been 
carried out by persons who have common knowledge in the 
technical field to which the invention pertains, on the basis 
of the inventions described in the publications listed below 
which were distributed in Japan or foreign countries prior to 
the filing of the subject application. 
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Note (The list of cited documents, etc. , is shown below. ) 
Claims 1-6 
Cited .document 2 

In Cited document 2, evacuating the imaging element by 
an evacuating means, when the imaging optical system is 
retracted has been described. How the evacuating means was 
structured is merely a matter within the scope that could 
appropriately be designed by employing a widely-known link 
mechanism, etc., by a person skilled in the art, and -therefore; 
anything technically particular cannot be discovered. 

The list of cited documents, etc. 

1. Japanese Patent Application No. Hei-08-186255 
(JP 10-032740A) 

2. JP 07-288724A 

3. The subject application does not satisfy, with the 
description of the scope of claims, the requirements provided 
in Patent Law Section 36(6)ii in the following point. 

Note 

(1) Concerning Claims 3 and 4, no relationship between the lens 
movement and turning operation of the support plate is 
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clarified, and how the support plate is turned in connection 
with a lens movement is unclear, therefore, the link mechanism 
of the shifting means is unclear. 

(2) Concerning Claim 5, . no relationship between the lens 
movement and the shifting operation of the cam plate and 
operation of the support plate is clarified, and how the cam 
plate and support plate are shifted respectively in connection 
with a lens movement is unclear, therefore, the link mechanism 
of the shifting means is unclear. 

Therefore, the invention in Claims 3-5 is unclear. 

For the invention in the 'claims other than the claims 
specified in this notification of reason for refusal, no reason 
for refusal is found at present. If any reason (s) for refusal 
is found later, it will be notified. 



Record of result of prior art search 

• Technical fields to be searched 

Int. CI (7) H04N5/222-5/257 

• Prior art document 

This record does not constitute a reason for refusal. 



